which throws this belief into contention. Held in the collection at Dublin City Library and Archive, Pearse Street, the printed text bears the title ' A Song on the King's Birth-Day, 1701' and begins 'Welcome Genial Day!'. 3 In this article I argue that the content of the ode's poetry, together with the attribution to 'Mr Leveridge'çthat is, the theatre musician Richard Leveridgeças composer, serve to identify the work as a Dublin ode, meaning that the tradition of mounting such ceremonial performances in the city began several years earlier than has previously been verifiable. Moreover, this text sheds new light on two formerly misattributed music manuscripts, one of which is in fact Leveridge's autograph of his setting of Welcome Genial Day!. In the latter part of the article I explore the contradictions surrounding the music's attribution, which both reveals fascinating evidence for attitudes towards authorship and originality in this period, and also demonstrates that the earliest Dublin odes had a far stronger connection to the London ode tradition and to London composers than has previously been acknowledged. In order to place this ode into context, however, I begin by considering the complex political and cultural circumstances in which the Dublin ode tradition was established at the end of the seventeenth century.
THE POLITICAL CONTEXT OF THE DUBLIN ODES
The Dublin odes were performed at Dublin Castle, the seat of the Lord Lieutenantç the monarch's representative in Irelandçin a ceremonial act designed to celebrate the monarch's birthday. The city's high society revolved around the castle and it was also one of the few large buildings capable of holding a large audience, the others being the Theatre Royal in Smock Alley, the two cathedrals, and some of the larger churches. 4 The performance of royal birthday odes in Dublin can easily be interpreted as a mere imitation of the custom begun at the English court in the years immediately following the Restoration of the monarchy in 1660. 5 However, viewing the Dublin ode only in these terms is to take an English-centred view and to overlook the ode's independent and more complex function in Ireland in the light of the Protestant ascendancy's status as subaltern. The ode in Dublin was an ideal medium for expressing loyalty to the English throne during the period of political instability that followed the Williamite wars of the 1680s and early 1690sça series of rebellions following the deposition of James II in 1688, the most famous episode being the Battle of the Boyne in 1690çand the subsequent installation of the Protestant ascendancy. 6 The ode's poetry presented a fitting mode through which the viceregal establishment could demonstrate party allegiance, and could bolster the loyal status of Dublin in the face of insecurity in Ireland more generally. 7 However, these intentions were more complex for the viceregal establishment than they were for their counterparts in London. The Protestant ascendancy was distinctly ambivalent in its attitude towards relations with Britain. 8 On the one hand there was an acute awareness among Dublin's ruling class that their strength and authority depended on the continued support of London, meaning that demonstrating loyalty was of the utmost importance for the reputation of Ireland in the eyes of the crown and English ministry. 9 As might be expected in these circumstances, reiterations of support for the Hanoverian succession and the Act of Union with Scotland of 1707, and denouncement of Jacobite sentiments, are themes to be found even more frequently and more pointedly in the Dublin odes of the early eighteenth century than in those produced in London. For example, the 1694 ode for the centenary celebration of the founding of Trinity College Dublin, Great Parent, Hail!, expressed in no uncertain terms the indebtedness the country owed to William III In fact, William III's reputation as the Protestant hero, sent to save England (later Britain) and Ireland from 'popery', is one that was revered and celebrated in Ireland longer than in England. Yearly commemorations were held on William III's birthday (4 November) in Dublin long after his death, with music, feasting, and various other public demonstrations. Samantha Owens has identified a serenata composed by Johann Sigismund Cousser in memory of William III, which was probably commissioned for such a commemoration around 1710, for example. 11 The serenata text leaves one in no doubt as to the status of William as the Protestant Saviour: 7 Different viceroys held different party allegiances, which naturally would have influenced their demonstration of loyalty to the monarch. James Butler, the 2nd Duke of Ormond, who held the office of Lord Lieutenant of Ireland in 1703^7 and again in 1710^22, was a Tory with dramatically different beliefs from those of Thomas Wharton, a Whig, who held the office in 1708^10. My thanks again are due to David Hayton for highlighting this point (private correspondence, 24 July 2014). 8 For an in-depth discussion of the development of nationalism in Ireland see David George Boyce, Nationalism in Ireland, 2nd edn. (London and New York, 1991), esp. 94^122. 9 The fragility of this reputation can be seen in the crises in Anglo^Irish relations from 1697 to 1703 because of the Woollen Act, the jurisdiction of the Irish House of Lords, and the resumption of the forfeitures. See David W. Hayton, Ruling Ireland, 1685^1742: Politics, Politicians and Parties (Irish Historical Monographs Series, 1; Woodbridge, 2004), 71^5.
10 Nahum Tate, An Ode upon the Ninth of January 1693/4:The First Secular Day since the University of Dublin's Foundation by Queen Elizabeth (Dublin, 1694); from the copy preserved at IRL-Dn LO 1675(2). 11 Owens, 'Johann Sigismund Cousser', 26. 14 and music by John Abell, demonstrates that tensions between supporters of James II and supporters of William III were very much present in Dublin in this period. 15 It is likely that the song was performed before James II at the exiled court in Saint-Germain, especially given that we know Abellçnamed in this text as 'Master of his Majestys privat [sic] Musick'çwas resident there (and freely travelling around Europe) at this time. 16 The poetry contains many expressions of dissent, but these lines in the closing chorus serve to summarize the general sentiment:
A mighty power, your Kingdoms to regain; A Golden Age, And Nestor's years to reign. 17 While not as public as a performance of the work might have been, this printed song reveals an undercurrent of opposition to the prevailing regime. It also enhances the importance of expressing support for William III by an ascendancy intent on maintaining stability and security in a period of volatility.
Awareness of Ireland's dependence on Britain filters through in other Dublin ode and serenata texts. Reference to the Act of Union, for example, is also a common feature of the Dublin texts, as can be seen in the following lines from the 1709 serenata set by Cousser:
The Union removes your Internal Diseases, and makes ye Blest with Lovely Peace. Á Á Á No Renowned great Hero such Actions has done; She has Kingdoms United, and saved, and Won. Á Á Á 12 Johann Sigismund Cousser, No! He's not Dead!; from the copy preserved at D-Hs M A/836; transcribed in Owens, 'Johann Sigismund Cousser', 37^9. Although it falls outside the parameters of the present article, there are other examples of similar texts presumably composed for these annual commemorations, and it is likely that some of these were also set to music. 13 There are references to the printer and bookseller William Weston in the late 1680s, when he is described in various publications as ' The inclusion of such themes was more than mere flattery: it was an acknowledgment of the political indebtedness that the Anglo-Irish upper class owed to their sovereign. By reproducing the activities of the London court, the tradition of ode composition in Ireland went beyond a simple expression of fidelity: it also served to bolster Dublin's importance as a city within the empire. The 1710 birthday serenata, which praises Queen Anne's focus on domestic issues, similarly seems to hint at a vice-regency desirous of inclusion in the union:
In It seems clear from these sentiments that the Dublin birthday odes and serenatas were more than simply obsequious works. These examples betray a political agenda that sought to improve Ireland's status economically by joining the union. The benefits of a union between England and Ireland were outlined repeatedly in this period, including in Henry Maxwell's essay of 1703, wherein he argued that such an undertaking would 'greatly increase the Manufactures, Trade, and Shipping of each nation'. 21 As David Armitage has observed, Maxwell's argument addressed an English audience, not an Irish one, for his essay outlined a case for union that would unite the 'British Inhabitants' in Ireland more closely to the English nation. 22 It was in 1703 also that the Irish House of Commons addressed Queen Anne directly requesting a union, while in 1709 the Irish lords appealed to the viceroy, expressing the hope that the queen would 'perfect' the 1707 Act by 'bringing her Kingdom of Ireland also into the union'. 23 In the context of such political manoeuvring, the repeated references in the Dublin odes to the benefits that an Anglo-Irish union would bestow on Ireland must surely indicate that the musical celebration of the monarch's birthday was used in this period as an opportunity to express Dublin-centric political intentions.
By the mid-1720s Irish Protestants had developed a strong sense of nationalism, and this resulted in them asserting Ireland's status as a distinct kingdom with an autonomous parliament. 24 As J. L. McCracken observes, 'while claiming all the privileges of freeborn Englishmen, they regarded themselves as Irishmen entitled to control the destinies of the country that had become theirs by right of conquest'. 25 In the light of the rebellions of the 1690s, 26 Irish Protestants found themselves treated as foreigners by their mother country, according to Sir Francis Brewster, writing in 1698, having to 'rest satisfied with the odious character of an Irish-man'. 27 The characterization of Irishmen as 'odious' was no doubt as a result of the 'Cruelties . . . exercised by the Irish Papists on the Protestants of Ireland'.
28 Despite withstanding these 'Cruelties'ç which had not been inflicted on the English elsewhere in the empire, even 'in the remotest and most barbarous Parts of the World'çBrewster tells us that an Englishman had but to 'land upon Irish Ground, breath [sic] of that Air, drink one Dish of St. Patrick's Well' to be, upon his return to England, 'looked upon as an Irishman and an Alien'.
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Taking these complex notions regarding Irish identity and the security of Ireland as a part of Britain into consideration, one can imagine how important it was to many of the Protestant ascendancy that their loyalty to the monarch be expressed and reinforced. For these Irish Protestants the ode took on a function of great significance, as a medium through which they could display their allegiance to the monarchy, lest they be taken as having that same 'odious' character as the Irishmen involved in the recent rebellions of the 1690s. It is no great surprise, then, that the Dublin ode became an important part of the celebration of the monarch's birthday; indeed, it might even be argued that it surpassed its London counterpart when it was transformed into the various forms of the larger quasi-dramatic serenata in the hands of 23 Johann Sigismund Cousser from 1709. 30 Its complexities are perhaps best summarized in the closing grand chorus of the 1711 serenata:
Hybernia (if possible) Britain outdoing, Will serve her with Heart, and will serve Her with Hand. 31 That Ireland (as 'Hybernia') should have the intention of outdoing Britain in her loyalty and should seek to demonstrate its allegiance through the text of the serenata is surely indicative of how conscious certain of the Irish Protestant elite were of their identity and the importance of the careful fashioning of that identity.
INDICATORS OF IRISH ORIGINS IN THE DUBLIN ODES
As we have seen, the texts of many of the Dublin odes and serenatas contain indicators of political and social intent, distinguishing them from those composed in London. Nevertheless, there are also many examples of Dublin odes that can be identified as being of Irish origin only through external evidence, such as an attribution or the place of publication of the printed text. One example is the earliest surviving ode of any sort in Dublin, Great Parent Hail!, written by Nahum Tate and set to music by Henry Purcell, for the January 1694 celebration of the centenary of the foundation of Trinity College. There is nothing in the content of the much-criticized text for this odeçdescribed by Bruce Wood as a 'wretched piece of hackwork' 32 çto identify the event for which it was prepared, but the printed poetry of the ode bears a title that clearly indicates that it was intended for Dublin: An Ode upon the Ninth of January 1693/ 4: The First Secular Day since the University of Dublin's Foundation by Queen Elizabeth.
33 As Tony A. Trowles points out, the commissioning of an ode for the event resembles the contexts in which Oxford odes were produced. 34 Performed at Christ Church cathedral, Dublin, the work itself is generally considered today to be musically inferior to Purcell's other odes; as Martin Adams posits, its mediocre qualities can be explained by the fact that Purcell was almost certainly writing for forces with which he was unfamiliar. 35 Only the text of the ode performed in Dublin for the queen's birthday in 1707ç previously thought to be the earliest of the Dublin birthday seriesçsurvives, and, as for Tate's 1694 centenary ode, there is nothing in its content to differentiate it from the odes performed in London. Its poetry is unremarkable, indulging in the same general flattery of the monarch as found in the London birthday odes, and its layout suggests a musical structure typical of the London works: it is divided into verses for 30 one or two voices, punctuated by choruses, and concluding with a'grand chorus' (see Pl. 1). Again, though, it is the information included in the published text that reveals it was performed 'at the Castle of Dublin', on 'the QUEEN's Birth-Day, For the YEAR, 1706/7', and that identifies the composer as 'Mr. XIMENES'çthat is, Charles Ximenes (or Christmenes), about whom very little is known except that he was a member of the Irish 'State Music'. 36 The printed text also includes annotations identifying the names of the singers who participated in the performanceçMr Warren, Mr Hodge, and Mr Chumnesçin a practice similar to that seen in the printed texts of many London odes; again, this list confirms the location of the performance, since these singers are known to have been based in Dublin. 37 Similarly, the 1708 birthday ode, Britannia, from thy Peaceful Rest Arise, can be associated with Dublin through the reference to its place of performance in the printed text and through its creators. 'Monsieur Coursser'çi.e. Johann Sigismund Cousserçand 'Mr. Griffith, Servant to Her Majesty' are here named as the composer and poet responsible (see Pl. 2).
38 'Mr. Griffith' was most likely Thomas Griffith (1680^1744), an actor, singer, manager, and poet of Welsh descent, who was active in Dublin and associated with Smock Alley Theatre at this time. 39 There is nothing to suggest that there yet existed a post in Dublin that paralleled that of the Poet Laureate in London, but Cousser seems eventually to have held a position similar to that of the Master of the Musick in London, since he was appointed 'Chief-Composer and Music Master' at the viceregal court in 1716. 40 According to his commonplace book, he was resident in Ireland from 4 July 1707 and remained there until his death in 1727. 41 While the inclusion of 'Chappel-Master of Trinity College' after his name on the printed serenata texts from 1711 onwards might appear to suggest that he was employed by the college to compose these Dublin odes, Harold Samuel has argued that Cousser was most likely employed by the king rather than by Trinity College or 36 Having been written the year after the Act of Union with Scotland, it is not surprising that the 1708 ode contains such a reference; what is curious is the constant referral to the Act in succeeding works, which, as noted above, was surely a form of political lobbying. While the poetry of the Dublin works thus developed to be different in content, intent, and function from its English counterpart, it is impossible to distinguish many of the earlier surviving Dublin odes from those of English origin, as their poetry does not contain any such references to Ireland or the political situation. It is in these casesçsuch as Ximenes's 1707 odeçthat other signifiers of the ode's origin need to be uncovered, a situation that I argue here applies equally to the even earlier odes by Richard Leveridge.
WELCOME GENIAL DAY!
The similarity of the early Dublin ode texts to those produced in London no doubt contributed to the misattribution of the hitherto unidentified Dublin birthday ode for 1701. Entitled Welcome Genial Day!, this ode was attributed to John Blow by Rosamond McGuinness in her book English Court Odesçan attribution later followed tentatively by Bruce Woodçpresumably on the basis that it was bound together with Blow's surviving autograph of his occasional ode Welcome Ev'ry Guest in the composite manuscript GB-Lbl Add. MS 31457. 49 The British Library manuscript catalogue entry describes this source as follows:
ODES for S. Cecilia's Day and the King's birthday, followed at f. 45 by certain canticles, in full score, by Dr. John Blow. The first ode appears again in Add. 31,452, f. 47. The services have the names of the original singers added. Autograph; excepting the birthday ode. Paper; ff. 84. Circ. 1700. Folio. collection of the Rev. James Dodd, late Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, one of the ushers of Westminster College.' 53 This led McGuinness to date both the fragment and the ode to 1692. In addition, she made two further errors: she muddled her transcription of the poetryçrecording the final verse of Welcome, Genial Day! as being a part of the Musica Antiqua fragmentçand, as will be discussed below, she misinterpreted the reference to 'Hyd', misidentifying him as Queen Mary's uncle, Laurence Hyde, who was sworn into the Privy Council on 1 March 1692.
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Examination of the manuscript demonstrates conclusively that Welcome, Genial Day! is not in Blow's hand, although, as Herissone rightly concludes, there is no doubt that it is in the hand of a composer and that it reflects composition in progress.
55 This is particularly evident in the many amendments, compositional sketches, and blank staves throughout the work. The blank staves in particular, many of which are in the string parts, betray the composer's compositional process: he chose to complete the vocal parts first, leaving the accompaniment blank, except for ritornello-like sections inserted between vocal phrases, when the singers rest. 56 Compositional sketches are also visible on the final folio (see Pl. 3) and emendations are identifiable at various points throughout the manuscript.
Until now, there has been no known evidence to identify either the composer of Welcome, Genial Day! or the event for which the ode was composed. However, I am now able to reveal a hitherto undiscovered printed text for this ode, which not only provides the correct identification of its composer, but also shows that in all likelihood this ode was composed not for the London celebration of William III's birthday, but for the parallel Dublin celebration. The text, held in the collection at Dublin City Library and Archive, bears the title ' A SONG on the KING's Birth-Day, 1701' and opens with the words 'Welcome Genial Day!' (see Pl. 4). It was, according to the subtitle, 'Compos'd by Mr. Leveridge'. Richard Leveridge, born in 1670, was a Londonbased bass singer and composer. The first reference to his appearance on the London stage was for his performance in Purcell's Indian Queen in 1695.
57 By Christmas 1699, however, he had moved to Ireland, not returning to London until 1702. In a letter of 25 December 1699, the playwright and architect John Vanbrugh wrote: 'Liveridge is in Ireland, he Owes so much money he dare not come over, so for want of him we han't had one Opera play ' Reproduced by permission of Dublin City Library and Archive three seasons, evidence of which can be seen in the publication of some of his songs from this period with the subtitle 'Sung at the Theatre in Dublin'. 60 During his time in Dublin the theatre's greatest success was Farquhar's The Constant Couple, which was said to have had '53 performances in its first season in London and 23 in Dublin'.
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Leveridge set a song for the hero of the play, Sir Harry Wildair, 'Thus Damon Knocked at Celia's door' (a text set by Daniel Purcell for the equivalent London production).
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Two of Leveridge's other songs from these years, 'Marinda's face like Cupid's bow' and 'When Sawney first did woo me', were published in London with the subtitle 'sung at the theatre in Dublin'. 63 In addition, the text of William Philips's comedy, St. Stephen' s-Green, performed in Dublin in 1700, includes a dialogue set by Leveridge, 'You Bellamira we admire', although the music does not survive. 68 Taken together, this evidence leaves us in no doubt that Leveridge was in Dublin in 1701çthe year given in the title of Welcome Genial Day!çand that he did not return to London until late 1702.
The anonymous text of Leveridge's ode in the newly discovered printed source corresponds almost exactly to that in the surviving music manuscript formerly attributed to Blow. The variants between the two versions of the poem are insignificant and mostly concern minor discrepancies of word order and spelling (see Table 1 ). 60 See, for example, the printed song 'Marinda's face like Cupid's bow', published as a single song-sheet with the title A New Song set by Mr. Leveridge, sung att the theater in Dublin (London, c.1700); surviving copies at GB-Ob Harding Mus. G 267 (9); US-CAh ÃfMus.P9713.692f.; and US-NYp Berg Coll 79^100 no. 71. 61 Comparing much of the London ode poetry that survives in manuscript with the corresponding printed texts has demonstrated that this close relationship is quite remarkable, perhaps even suggesting that it was Leveridge himself who wrote the words, as we know he did for other works. 69 The printed text also contains annotations indicating how the ode was arranged structurally: the first four lines, for example, are labelled as 'Ver. 2 Voc. And Cho.', indicating that these lines were set first as a verse for two voices and then as a chorus. Again these divisions of the text and the details regarding the number of singers used in each section correspond exactly to Leveridge's setting in GB-Lbl Add. MS 31457. There can be no doubt, therefore, that the ode beginning Welcome, Genial Day! in this manuscript is by Richard Leveridge; since, as noted above, it shows clear indications of the work in progress of a composer, it surely follows that the manuscript is in his autograph.
Further evidence supporting this assertion survives in a letter and bass aria preserved in GB-Lbl Egerton MS 2957, a manuscript containing music from Leveridge's setting of the Macbeth music, which has been discussed by Roger Fiske. 70 Bound with this complete score is a fragment of the end of Act III, accompanied by an autograph letter from Leveridge to a friend (See Pl. 5). This letter is now partially illegible but a transcription in a later hand has been retained alongside the original:
My Friend, I have sent 4 Bott: of Rum, and ye Song, ye Bass of the Cho. You may sing with ye Instruments without any more Voices. I hope it is rite, this was a sudden oportunity of sending it yt I had not time to examine it stricktly. I am Yours Rich Leveridge Carriage is paid. I have likewise sent Nine Shillings with a great many thanks for the Fish.
The friend to whom this letter was addressed, as Fiske asserts, was most likely Richard Elford: the countertenor's name was pencilled in by an unknown hand some time after the letter was written. The music that follows the letter is a bass solo, 'Now I go, now I fly', followed by a chorus. Fiske argues that it is likely that Elford wanted to sing this solo at a concert and could have done so successfully from the copy transcribed here, with the solo line and bass of the chorus transposed an octave up. 71 The scribal hand throughout this piece is identical to that found in the accompanying letter signed by Leveridge, which in turn is the same as the hand responsible for Welcome Genial Day! in GB-Lbl Add. 31457. Thus both the ode and the fragment are in Leveridge's autograph.
While it seems certain that the music for Welcome, Genial Day! is in Leveridge's autograph, and thatçsince it is a composer's manuscriptçhe must have been responsible for writing the music, at first there appears to be little other than circumstantial evidence to suggest the place of its performance and publicationçthat evidence being Leveridge's known presence in Dublin throughout 1701. As can be seen from Pl. 4, the bottom of the printed text does not supply any information regarding the place of publication. The page is printed on one side only, and contains the complete text of the ode as presented in GB-Lbl Add. 31457, so we can safely conclude that there are no additional 'lost' pages. Examination of the paper type used for the printed text unfortunately yields no further evidence in this case: although a watermark reading 'TCD' in capitals can be detected, consultation of various catalogues of contemporary European watermarks suggests that this exemplar is unrecorded elsewhere. 72 While it is tempting to infer that this 'TCD' watermark might stand for 'Trinity College, Dublin', extensive enquiries into such a possibility have unfortunately led to a dead 70 
79 it is doubtful that Leveridge would have trusted boys to begin the piece, whereas declamation from an experienced theatre singer would have proved effective. 80 Baldwin's and Wilson's argument is supported by the following description of the relationship between the Theatre Royal and the government at the time:
From the establishment of the Dublin Theatre it became customary for the Government to pay the Manager an annual sum of one hundred pounds for performances on certain anniversary nights, which at first were regarded as the most fashionable of the season, being regularly attended by the Lord Lieutenant and state officials.
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Regardless of where the performance took place, it is the reference to Hyde that most clearly associates the ode with Ireland. There is no example of the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland being mentioned in any of the surviving London ode texts. This reference therefore stands as a strong signifier that the ode was intended for performance in Hyde's presence and further strengthens the case that this is the Dublin birthday ode for 1701.
As mentioned above, McGuinness has argued that Welcome, Genial Day! is incomplete; Rebecca Herissone has also remarked that the manuscript version of this ode does not appear to conclude. 82 As can be seen from the final folio (Pl. 3), the work does seem to end rather unsatisfactorily, with a solo verse instead of the typical grand chorus. However, the newly discovered printed text ends at exactly the same point in 77 See Owens, 'Johann Sigismund Cousser', 13^22. 78 Private correspondence, 24 July 2014. 79 There is no doubt that Chapel Royal singers were employed for the London odes and many of them are named in the songs that appeared (sporadically) in print afterwards. See, for example, John Eccles's songs from his 1703 ode, Inspire Us Genius of the Day, which names Elford, Cook, Damascene, and Robart as the soloists; GB-Lcm MS D40. 80 The evidence of soprano solos in Leveridge's Dublin odes indicates a very different practice from that in place in London: there, little solo work was assigned to boys and there are only two occasions on which female sopranos were usedçsee p. 61 and n. 104 below. the poetry as the manuscript version. It seems possible, therefore, that no music is missing. Nevertheless, if we take the overall structure of the poem into account, it is notable that Section IV is much shorter than the preceding three stanzas. We can easily imagine the addition of a closing couplet marked as 'Chorus' or 'Grand Chorus', which would add balance to this arrangement. This possibility is supported by the manner in which the printed text has been cropped (Pl. 4): the final line of poetry is very close to the end of the page, and the 'W' of the first word, 'Whilst', has been very slightly trimmed with the cropping. This could explain why the publishing or printing information that typically appears at the bottom of these printed word-sheets is absent in this case, although its omission might equally indicate simply that the text was not sold but was, rather, distributed free of charge at the performance of the work. This is paralleled in one of the London birthday-ode single-sheet prints: John Eccles's 1711 'Dialogue' for Queen Anne. Here the printed text, which comprises two folios printed on both sides, does not bear any publishing information and it is clear that it has not been cropped. 83 By extension, this could imply that the printed text of Welcome Genial Day! is in fact complete and that no additional text followed the final verse as it now stands.
It is clear, however, that the closing verse was not intended to be repeated as a chorus following its performance as a solo, for it would then surely have been labelled 'Verse then Chorus' like the opening lines in the printed text. In addition, as Plate 3 shows, the final bars of the autograph manuscript end not in the movement's principal key of G, but with a perfect cadence a fifth higher in D, and they lack not only a terminal flourish but even a double bar-line. This final folio, which, like the rest of the manuscript, is ruled with twelve staves, preserves some compositional sketches on staves 7 to 10. It is clear from the style of the hand, which uses far less ink and is more cramped than that used for the top six staves of the folio, that these four staves contain compositional ideas rather than anything that might be regarded as complete. These ideas appear to be related to the music on this folio rather than to anything that might have followed the movement. The fact that they take up substantial space on the page implies that the remaining empty staves were not needed to complete the setting of the verse itself, which in turn suggests that any subsequent musical material must have required more than the six staves that remained empty at the bottom of the page. Notably, the other choral movements in this ode take up nine staves per folio (being scored for trumpet, strings, soprano, alto, tenor, bass, and continuo), with the bottom three left blank.
Leveridge also used blank staves for compositional sketches on fo. 19 r , following the close of the duet section of the fourth movement, 'His Courage does our Foes Suppress/Dismay'. This section of text is described in the printed text as a verse for two voices, which is subsequently set as a chorus. The duet ends with a perfect cadence in D major which, like the final folio of the manuscript, is not followed by a 83 Copy preserved at US-CAh EC65.T1878.711s. Baldwin and Wilson comment that the printed text for Tate's and Eccles's work for the queen's birthday in 1711 similarly has no imprint or price. They interpret this as implying that the text was designed to be given out to nobles attending the performance rather than sold. Olive Baldwin and Thelma Wilson, 'Handel, Eccles and the Birthday Celebrations for Queen Anne in 1711', Musical Times, 154 (2013), 77^84 at 77. double bar-line. The music only takes up the top six staves of fo. 19 r , with the lower six remaining blank apart from a small, one-bar compositional sketch, which relates to material on the preceding folio (fo. 18 v ), and which appears on staves 8 to 10. Folio 19 v contains the choral section and uses nine staves. Given that such similarities exist between this movement and the final folio of the manuscript, it is more than likely that a chorusçpresumably requiring more than six staves, like the other choral movementsçwas intended to close the work. As noted above, the cadence in the closing bars of the final folio moves from G to D, so it is likely that the movement that followed would also have been in D major, the key used both for the opening chorus and for the chorus beginning 'Wee in his Valour Pride'; this key would also have allowed the reintroduction of the solo trumpet, which had been a feature of the previous choruses. Taking all this evidence into consideration, it is highly likely that Leveridge intended a repeat of the opening chorusçin D major with a solo trumpet partçto close the ode. Since there is no evidence to suggest that Leveridge composed odes other than those for Dublin, we cannot determine whether repeating the opening chorus was one of his compositional traits. However, Daniel Purcell's ode for Princess Anne, Welcome Happy Day (1698), follows the same pattern, employing a repeat of its first chorus to close the work. 84 As will become clear in the discussion that follows, there are other characteristics that link the two odes together, so this structural parallel may be more than coincidental.
STOLEN SONGS AND SHARED SHEETS: LEVERIDGE'S WELCOME HAPPY DAY
Immediately following Welcome Genial Day! in GB-Lbl Add. MS 31457 is another ode, Welcome, Happy Day. The text of this ode suggests that it too is a birthday ode for William III (see Table 2 ). As Herissone has already identified, this is in the same hand as Welcome Genial Day! and it again shows composition in progress. 85 The ode displays the same working process as Welcome Genial Day!: staves are left blank in places, apparently to be filled in later, and compositional sketches appear where there are spare staves, typically relating to the music that appears on the same page. Given that Welcome Genial Day! has now been identified as being in Richard Leveridge's autograph, Welcome Happy Day can now also be attributed to him. This attribution is significant because the opening soprano solo of Leveridge's Welcome Happy Day is identical to that of a birthday ode for Princess Anne, entitled Welcome Glorious Day, which survives in the manuscript GB-Lcm MS 989; here it is dated 1698 and is clearly attributed to Daniel Purcell, who is also its scribe. 86 The only difference between these vocal movements in each of the odes is the text: Purcell uses the words 'glorious day' within the solo, only changing to 'happy day' for the chorus that follows in his ode, while (as Table 2 demonstrates) Leveridge's soprano 84 GB-Lcm MS 989. Although this was not a common practice, Handel's 1713 birthday ode for Queen Anne, Eternal Source of Light Divine, also repeats the opening chorus at the end of the work. 85 solo uses the words 'happy day' throughout, and has a following chorus that is entirely different from Purcell's, using a different text. The duplication of this vocal movement in the two manuscripts is problematic and raises questions about ownership, textual authority, and, of course, the correct identification of its composer. Moreover, given that, as I have argued, Leveridge's ode was most likely composed for performance in Dublin, it raises questions about the creative cross-fertilization that existed between the two cities and how closely related their audiences may have been with regard to their consumption of music, political propaganda, and to their respective fashionings as loyal cities of the empire. In order to interrogate these questions satisfactorily and to determine the true origins of Leveridge's ode and the borrowed movement, analysis of the two manuscripts must go beyond the musical content to assess the text, physical characteristics, and authority of both works.
One important distinction between the two odes concerns the purposes for which the manuscripts in which they are preserved were created. GB-Lcm 989 is a rare example of a presentation manuscript; in addition to an elaborate title page, it includes a dedication to Princess Anne: As Herissone has argued, Daniel Purcell is quite clearly claiming ownership of this piece, both in this dedication and on the title page. 88 Due to the fact that it is a presentation manuscript, there is obviously no evidence of composition in progress. The same hand is used throughout and it is exceptionally neat and clear, most especially in the earlier parts of the work, although it becomes a little less careful and ornate in its style in its later pages. That said, it is clear that the overall layout and spacing were given sufficient consideration throughout the whole manuscript and there is very little evidence of copyist's mistakes. The appearance and intended function of Purcell's manuscript as a gift to the future monarch leads to the conclusion that Daniel Purcell was the composer and that Leveridge must therefore have borrowed the movement from Purcell's ode. It seems highly improbable that Daniel Purcell would so blatantly claim ownership of a work that contained a movement borrowed from Leveridge if he wished to present it in score to Princess Anne. This theory is supported by several pieces of circumstantial evidence: first, the two composers had collaborated on previous works (for example, Cinthia and Endimion, or The Loves of the Deities of 1696 ) and could easily have had access to one another's manuscripts, since they must have worked together regularly in the London theatre. Moreover, it is likely that Leveridge was the bass soloist at the 'Musical Entertainment' for Princess Anne in 1698 (which presumably took place at her residence), although it is odd that he took a copy of the soprano solo to Ireland rather than the bass solos he would have performed himself. Secondly, Leveridge's Welcome Happy Day shows some evidence of composition in progress in all its movements apart from the opening soprano solo, further supporting the likelihood that he copied that section of the ode from an existing source. 89 Thirdly, Daniel Purcell develops the material from this opening aria into a chorus, which returns at the close of his ode. 90 the aria with an entirely new chorus, which uses different words as well as new musical material; the musical ideas from the opening solo do not return later in the ode and it closes with a chorus different from that used after the soprano solo. Finally, it seems improbable that Daniel Purcell would have borrowed from Leveridge, given that he was some years the bass singer's senior and had considerable compositional experience by this time: he had been an organist at Magdalen College, Oxford and had set numerous anthems as well as an ode for St Cecilia's Day in 1693 and a welcome ode for William III in 1697. 91 Although textual authority is more commonly assigned to manuscripts described as 'fowle originalls', which clearly display evidence of composition in progress, 92 this seems to be a rare case in which the presentation manuscript holds authority. It is quite possible, as mentioned above, that Leveridge had sung Purcell's ode of 1698 and, when faced with the task of setting an ode himself, saw fit to borrow the movement. Whatever the reason for his choice of wording, it seems apparent that it was Leveridge who borrowed the movement from Purcell. Naturally, this dates Welcome Happy Day to after 1698, which is the year given in Purcell's manuscript.
As Leveridge's Welcome Genial Day! and Welcome Happy Day are bound together, one following the other, in GB-Lbl Add. MS 31457, it is tempting to infer that the two must be somehow related. With this in mind, is it possible that Welcome Happy Day is another example of an early Dublin ode? Unfortunately, as can be seen from Table 2 , in this case there is nothing in the poetry that refers to Dublin or Ireland. However, the possibility that it is a Dublin work might be enhanced by the borrowed soprano movement: it would have been relatively safe for Leveridge to use Daniel Purcell's material before a Dublin audience, as it is highly unlikely that any members of the very select audience would have been present at its London performance as part of Daniel Purcell's Welcome Glorious Day for Princess Anne three years earlier, in 1698. While this theory is purely speculative, further evidence, gleaned from the music paper used by Leveridge and its rastrology, shows a physical link between the two odes and supports the hypothesis that Welcome Happy Day is also a Dublin work.
Within the composite manuscript GB-Lbl Add. MS 31457, Leveridge's odes Welcome Genial Day! and Welcome Happy Day appear respectively at fos. 11 89 While it is also possible that Leveridge simply had a very good musical memory, the soprano movement contains an obvious copyist's mistake on the bottom system of fo. 29 v , where a bar was accidentally omitted in both the soprano line and thoroughbass. He inserted the missing bar by writing the notes on a small stave he drew above the bar-line where it should have originally appeared. The thoroughbass dotted minim is inserted just before the barline and a new bar-line drawn before it on the thoroughbass staff. 90 Although the solo movement, as stated, uses the words 'glorious day' in Purcell's ode, he develops and reuses the same musical material with the words 'happy day' in the chorus that follows. Perhaps Leveridge chose to use the words of Purcell's chorusç'happy day'çfor the solo movement in his ode in an attempt to deflect from the borrowing. It should be noted, however, that Rebecca Herissone uses this textual discrepancy to argue that Purcell copied the movement from Leveridge. As all the leaves of Leveridge's odes have been repaired in the gutter, it is impossible to determine conclusively which leaves originally formed bifolios or whole gatherings. . A likely explanation is that Leveridge ran out of paper with rastrology Type A as he was notating Welcome Genial Day!, and finished the ode by using a blank folio with rastrology Type Bçthe present fo. 25çfrom the already existing Welcome Happy Day. This means that Welcome Happy Day can be dated earlier than Welcome Genial Day! andçgiven the physical link between themçcan also be assumed in all likelihood to be a Dublin ode.
Since we know that Leveridge was in Dublin by 25 December 1699 and that Welcome Genial Day! was performed for the king's birthday in November 1701, two possible dates of composition can be posited for Welcome Happy Day, if it was intended to be performed in celebration of the king's birthday: either November 1699 or November 1700. There is no question of its performance in November 1702, for the king died in March of that year and the ode addresses William III by name. Welcome Happy Day must therefore precede Welcome Genial Day! and can consequently be identified as the earliest surviving example of a Dublin ode. A revised chronology of the earliest Dublin odes, taking into account these new discoveries, is presented in Table 4 .
Leveridge's Welcome Happy Day and Purcell's Welcome Glorious Day demonstrate through their shared soprano solo a direct relationship between the Dublin and London odes. While this borrowing may be unique to this instance (there is, unfortunately, no other surviving music for the Dublin odes from this earlier period), it raises questions about the cross-fertilization that existed between the music performed in the two cities and about how closely related the Dublin and London audiences may have been in terms of their fashioning as loyal subjects. What Leveridge's Welcome Happy Day does in its reuse of Purcell's solo is to demonstrate that the composer saw little or no distinction between the London and Dublin odes in terms of their textual and musical content.
95 By extension, we can infer that he also saw little distinction between them in their function to demonstrate loyalty through the musical celebration of the monarch's birthday. This is further underlined by the fact that there is no evidence in the poetry of Welcome Happy Day that betrays its place of performance. While there appears to have been a healthy exchange of theatrical productions containing music, of various instrumental and vocal performers, and of printed music 'primarily channelled through London', 96 any exchange of court musicçwith its associated nuances of politics and self-fashioningçis more difficult to trace. However, the identification of Leveridge's odes as Dublin compositions allows us not only to compare and contrast their poetic content, but also to consider their instrumentation and musical form in relation to the London odes. Moreover, the scoring and compositional choices in Leveridge's odes can also tell us much about the performing forces that were available in Dublin at the time, a subject about which very little other evidence survives. 
Hail Happy Day
Text only: US-CAh ÃEB7.A100.707o2
TREBLES AND TRUMPETS: SCORING FOR THE STATE MUSICK
Birthday odes performed before the monarch in London are known to have employed instrumentalists from the King's (or Queen's) Musick, with choral singers and soloists drawn primarily from the Chapel Royal. As Peter Holman has observed, the fact that they can be dated precisely means that the series of odes presents 'the best guide to the changing orchestral practice of the English court' from shortly after the Restoration to the early nineteenth century. 97 He asserts that the scoring of the English court odes (including welcome songs and odes for New Year's Day) went through five distinct phases. 98 The earliest odes of the 1660s were accompanied only by a small group or even just continuo. The second phase, 'which probably marks the beginning of the regular association of the Twenty-four Violins with the court ode', began with works by Pelham Humfrey from 1671^3 and incorporated three, four, or five solo voices and choir, with four-part strings and continuo, some of which were written with two equal violin parts, while others used violin, two violas, and bass; Holman argues that an orchestra of about twelve was plausible for an ordinary ode performance in the 1670s and early 1680s. 99 The third phase was marked by the addition of two 'flutes' (recorders) and oboe (Holman argues possibly bassoon too) to the scoring, a pattern that ended rather shortly after its inception, probably due to the departure of three French wind-players sometime in late 1682^3; wind players were not readily available again until the appointment of Paisible in 1685. 100 Holman argues that Giovanni Battista Draghi's 1687 setting of Dryden's ode for St Cecilia's Day, From Harmony, from Heavenly Harmony, was a turning point in the development of the ode and its influence marks the fourth phase in the scoring of the court ode: it was the first ode to use five-part strings with two violins, two violas, and bass, and Draghi was also innovative in writing for two trumpets in the work. 101 The fifth and final phase is marked by Purcell's use of 'a complete Baroque orchestra' in his 1690 birthday ode for Queen Mary, Arise, My Muse: this included two trumpets (possibly accompanied by timpani), two oboes doubling recorders, strings, and continuo (which, according to Holman, would probably have included at least one bassoon).
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With regard to the vocal forces employed, as the choral singers were from the ranks of the gentlemen and boys of the Chapel Royal, soprano parts were sung by boys rather than women, with countertenors, tenors, and basses completing the SCTB scoring. In addition to members of the Chapel Royal choir, theatre singers were occasionally employed as soloists. The presence of names in some surviving manuscript and printed sources has allowed the identification of some of these individual singers. 103 Very occasionally, it seems, the singers were women, as was the case with the soprano Mrs Ayliff in Purcell's 1693 ode for Queen Mary, Celebrate this Festival, and the two sopranos who sang in Handel's Eternal Source of Light Divine (1713).
As Samantha Owens has observed, the forces available to Cousser for the performance of his birthday odes and serenatas in Dublin appear to have been rather 'less cohesive' than those available for the London works. 105 Although there is scant surviving evidence from the 1690s and early 1700s, it is likely that the choral singers who performed in the Dublin odes were drawn from the choirs of the two cathedrals. As mentioned earlier, the surviving printed text of the 1707 Dublin ode supports this notion, since it names the singers Warren, Hodge, and Chumnes; Chumnes cannot be traced, but both Warren and Hodge were singers at St Patrick's cathedral, and Warren was a chorister at Christ Church cathedral until 1698. 106 In addition, records listing extraordinary disbursements paid to the vicars choral at Christ Church in the 1680s on various state days include reference to the celebration of James II's birthdays in 1686 and 1688: While these early records do not give enough detail to associate the payments with the performance of odes, it is at least clear that it was common for the cathedral singers to be involved in the festivities in some manner. Sporadic cathedral records dating from the early eighteenth century seem to indicate the same: The 1703 payment of »7. 10s. 9d. for 'treating the quire' is particularly large and one can only assume that it perhaps included the cost of feasting on the occasion in addition to payment for performances; 1703 was the first celebration of Anne's birthday following her coronation as queen and it stands to reason that this would incur a more elaborate celebration than usual. The 1719/20 payment for 'singing an anthem' on King George's birthday, shows that, as in London, anthems for the birthday were a feature of the day as well as odes. More direct evidence of the involvement of the vicars choral in the birthday performances is apparent in a payment made in 1712 to Henry Swords, the Master of the Boys at Christ Church, for the participation of five choristers in Cousser's birthday serenata earlier that year.
as well as actors and dancers from Smock Alley Theatre. The presence of Matthew Dubourg's name in the list of instrumentalists on the same page allows us to date it to 1723, when the violinist was first appointed; 111 unfortunately it therefore does not shed much more light on the singers and instrumentalists who would have been active in the 1690s and early 1700s. The list includes the surnames of twelve 'Soprani', five of whom can be identified as women due to the inclusion of the titles 'Mrs.' and 'Ms.' before their names: 'Mrs. Hollister, Mrs. Davis, Ms. Sterling, Ms. Vanderdank, Ms. Goolding'. 112 It seems likely that at least some of these women were soprano soloists in Cousser's serenatas, presumably taking the roles of the female allegorical characters. Owens also notes this possibility and comments that state payments were made in 1711 and 1712 to the soprano Giuliana Celotti for her performance in Cousser's serenatas in those years. 113 While it is tempting to think that women may also have been involved in the performances of Leveridge's odes in the 1690s, this is unlikely. With the exception of his initial offering of 1708, Cousser's serenatas were a different genre entirely. Undoubtedly inspired by his experience of the genre in continental Europe, these were dramatic works that called for both male and female allegorical characters. While it may have become normal for women to perform in serenatas, it is unlikely that they were involved in the earlier odes, especially given that such odes were modelled on the practices prevailing at the London court, where women did not often feature as performers. The other names listed under 'Soprani' in Cousser's commonplace book appear as surnames only, without titles, which implies that they were probably boy sopranos. One of theseç'Carter'çis probably Timothy Carter, who was a choirboy at Christ Church prior to 1730. 114 Two othersçLeafields and Ximenesçare followed by what appears to be the first name 'John'. Although I have been unable to find reference to a John Leafields in this period, it is possible that John Ximenes was the son of Charles Ximenes, the composer responsible for setting the 1707 birthday ode.
In spite of David Hunter's discovery of three additional lists of instrumentalists employed by the Irish State Music and Trumpets, dating respectively from 1725, the early 1730s, and 1740^1, finding information about the instrumental forces available in Dublin in the late seventeenth century and the opening years of the eighteenth century is still a 'major desideratum'. 115 The State Music in Ireland (also referred to as the 'Viceregal Band' by Grattan Flood) 116 was a band of musicians employed by the state that seems to have fulfilled a function similar to the King's Musick at the London court. The earliest record of its instrumentalists survives in a transcription made by Arthur Henry Mann, possibly during a trip he made to Dublin in the 1890s, which lists the members of the Irish State Music and the State Trumpeters of 1717.
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From this we can see that the State Music in this period numbered ten musicians, most of whom were string players, although five names are listed without instrumental attribution. Some of those listed almost certainly played more than one instrument, while one personçThomas Johnsonçis listed as a violinist, oboist, and bassist. 118 Two individualsçJames Truelove and John Stevensonçappear in both the list of State musicians and the list of State trumpeters, 119 an additional group comprising six trumpet players and one kettledrum player (William Cooper) . 120 As was the case with the King's Musick in London, the State Music was overseen by a Master of the Musick. Although there is no surviving record naming a Master of the State Music in the seventeenth century, William Viner was appointed Master in 1703 and held the position until his death in 1716, after which Cousser was appointed. 121 There is no evidence to suggest that Viner had any compositional duties, unlike the Master of the Musick at the London court in the early eighteenth century, but Cousserçwho, as mentioned above, had supplied the ode and serenatas for the Dublin birthday festivities since 1708çcontinued to do so upon his appointment in 1716.
122 This is significant, as it implies that the responsibility for the composition of birthday odes in the 1690s and early 1700s was not officially assigned to a particular individual. It would therefore have been feasible for a visiting composer, such as Richard Leveridge, to have proffered or have been commissioned to write the birthday ode.
Leveridge's two birthday odes reflect the instrumentalists and soloists available for their performance in Dublin. Because of this, their scoring cannot be perfectly aligned with any of the five distinct stages of the development of the King's Musick identified by Holman. In addition, as noted above, the odes as they survive in GB-Lbl Add. MS 31457 are incomplete, with a number of movements containing empty staves (presumably intended to be completed at a later stage), although this does not impact too greatly on an analysis of the scoring. Like Purcell's Great Parent, Hail! for the Trinity College centenary, Leveridge's odes are scored for four-part strings (two violins, viola, and bass) and thoroughbass (see Table 5 ). In addition, there are various obbligato parts throughout both odes, although none is labelled for specific instruments in the manuscript. Whereas Purcell appears to have restricted the instrumentation in Great Parent, Hail!, possibly (as Adams posits) because he was writing for musicians he did not know, 123 there is more definite evidence in Leveridge's odes of additional instrumentation having been intended. Adams remarks that the opening symphony of Purcell's ode contains trumpet-like idioms in the first violin line that trumpet could have been doubled by trumpet, but he is careful to point out that this could also simply be string writing evoking trumpets. 124 However, the fifth movement of Leveridge's Welcome Happy Dayçwhich begins 'Call all ye sons of war'çis a movement in D major for solo bass voice and thoroughbass with a notated kettledrum part and a solo instrumental part in D which, while it is not labelled for trumpet, comprises writing idiomatic to the instrument and is restricted to notes of the harmonic series only. In addition, the part is written on a stave separate from the string parts. Although kettledrum parts were more typically improvised in this period, William Cooper, the kettledrum player who appears in the 1717 list of State Trumpeters, was also a copyist; this may explain why the kettledrum parts are written out in Welcome Happy Day, although it is not known if Cooper performed in Leveridge's odes. 125 Similarly, the eighth movementça chorus in D major beginning 'Rejoyce for Albion's happy birth'çis for SCTB choir, strings, and thoroughbass, with a notated kettledrum part and a solo instrumental part written on a stave separate from the strings, so it is likely that this was also intended for trumpet.
Welcome Genial Day! contains three movements apparently scored for trumpet: the first chorus (movement 2), 'Welcome genial day'; the fourth movement, 'Sound the brazen voice of warr', for solo bass voice; and a later chorus (movement 6 ), 'Wee in his valour pride'. Both choruses are scored for SCTB choir, strings, and thoroughbass, but, as in Welcome Happy Day, contain an additional part notated on a separate stave to the string parts, and with melodic lines characteristic of the trumpet. It is the fourth movement, however, that provides the most convincing evidence: it begins with what appears to be an obbligato trumpet part; then, at bar 15, where the metre changes from ¢ to 3 time, the staff bears the indication 'violin', indicating that this movement cannot have been written as a solo string part imitating the trumpet style, and thus implying that it is a genuine solo trumpet part that is superseded by a solo violin.
Leveridge's apparent use of the trumpet in both of his odes roughly situates them alongside the fourth and fifth stages in the development of the scoring of the London odes identified by Holman. He does not, however, employ the two violas pioneered by Draghi in From Harmony, from Heavenly Harmony that characterizes the fourth stage, nor does he use the 'full Baroque orchestra' of the fifth stage as Purcell did in Arise, My Muse in 1690. It is unclear whether oboes were used: they could have doubled the violin parts or even have acted as obbligato instruments in certain movements, but, as none of the instrumental parts is named (with the exception of the 'violin' marking in movement 4 of Welcome Genial Day!, noted above), to assert that they were employed would be mere conjecture, even though we know that at least one of the State musicians in 1717çThomas Johnsonçwas an oboist. We can surmise, however, that approximately ten or twelve musicians performed these odes in total, which seems to be on a par with the numbers speculated by Holman for the performance of ordinary odes in London in the 1670s and early 1680s. The absence of labelled instrumental parts in the surviving manuscripts is unfortunate but not unusual, given that the manuscript was most likely intended for the composer's own use and that Leveridge was probably writing for musicians in his immediate circle. It seems clear that the likely 124 Ibid. 194^6. Adams points out that Purcell wrote the second part of the symphony in the canzona style, which he used to great effect, generally with trumpets, in several of his later odes and stage works; see Henry Purcell: The Origins and Development of his Musical Style (Cambridge, 1995), 160^3. 125 Cooper is listed as a copyist in Cousser's commonplace book. See Pl. 6.
use of the trumpet in these odes is an indication of Leveridge's efforts to produce modern works of a calibre similar to those with which he was familiar in London. A similar lack of information restricts our knowledge of the solo singers who would have been involved in performing Leveridge's odes. No names are included in the manuscripts for either ode (again reflecting the likely function of these sources), nor are they given in the printed text of Welcome Genial Day! (see Pl. 4). This leaves unanswered the question of whether it was boys or women who sang the soprano solos. As mentioned above, women were only rarely employed to sing in the London odes, and, to the best of my knowledge, boy sopranos did not a feature as soloists at all; high vocal parts were more typically sung by male falsettists (the most famous of whom was probably Richard Elford, a favourite of Queen Anne, who performed in many of her birthday odes). Many of the solo vocal parts in Leveridge's odes, however, are clearly intended from their ranges and use of G2 clefs for soprano singers (see Table 5 above). Although we might be tempted to assume that women performed these movements in the Dublin odesçgiven the aforementioned instances when they featured in Purcell's and Handel's odesçthere is no evidence for their participation. On the contrary, treble soloists were used extensively in the sacred repertory of Dublin composers in the early eighteenth century, suggesting a particularly high level of accomplishment among the boys.
126 Barra Boydell notes that the Dublin composers Walter Hitchcock and John Holmes, when writing for boy soloists, 'wrote for ''meane'' (C1 clef), [Richard] Hosier and [ John] Blett for ''treble'' (G2 clef)'. 127 This suggests that boys could have performed the treble-clef movements in Leveridge's odes. The names of 'Soprani' included in the list of musicians and singers in Leveridge's commonplace book (discussed above) implies that boys were used as soloists in the 1720s. Although we may never know for certain the gender of the soprano soloists in Welcome Happy Day and Welcome Genial Day!, the prospect of having boy soloists was more likely in the Dublin odes than in their London equivalents, given their reportedly high standard. In the light of this, we might question whether Daniel Purcell used a male or female soprano for the borrowed opening movement of Welcome Happy Day when it was performed as part of Welcome Glorious Day before Princess Anne in 1698. Again, there is nothing in the surviving presentation manuscript to suggest the gender of the performer. Pencilled notes suggest that Mary Lindsey ['Lind'] sang the movement when it was reused on the stage as part of the dramatick opera Alexander the Great in 1701. 128 While this does not necessarily mean that a woman performed it before Princess Anne, the possibility is certainly worth noting.
In terms of quality, Leveridge's odes are of similar merit to those produced by Daniel Purcell and by John Eccles. In certain respects, his works even surpass those of his contemporaries. Leveridge's approach to the choral movements, for example, demonstrates a familiarity with contrapuntal writing that one does not expect of a composer who was presumably most comfortable when writing solo songs for the theatre. 129 It is in the solo movements, however, that Leveridge really shines. 130 It could be the case that Leveridge's ode songs were written with similar aspirations of revival, either in the theatre or in print.
We might expect to find a ground-bass movement in Leveridge's odes, given the frequency with which his contemporaries used the form. 131 None is to be found in either ode, but this should not be taken as an indication of lack of technical prowess: rather he seems to have preferred to demonstrate his skill in a more fashionable style. The seventh movement of Welcome Genial Day! is a solo for soprano and thoroughbass, which uses a motto technique (also known as 'devisenarie' 132 ) after the Italian manner (see Pl. 7), showing unusual sophistication for an English composer of this period. The motto aria was employed in the earliest English cantatas written after the Italian style, as a reaction to the growing demand for Italian vocal music in England. 133 Typically for this type of aria, the voice prefigures with a statement (or 'motto') of what will succeed in the ritornello (usually stated in the thoroughbass). The voice is seemingly interrupted by the ritornello before entering again with a fuller statement of the motto, giving the impression of a false start. In 'Happy, happy Albion', bars 5^6 fulfil this opening pattern, with the voice restarting in bar 7. Leveridge goes further, however, by cleverly cloaking this movement in a sort of ground-bass illusion: the motto presented in the voice in bars 5^6 is in fact introduced initially in the bass phrase in bars 1^4; the vocal motif is thus derived from the bass, not vice versa, as was characteristic of the motto form. Leveridge then strategically uses the opening bass phrase as a type of ritornello, with various iterations within the movement, and an entire statement to close. Thus he presents something of a hybrid of the more traditional ground-bass movement with the Italian motto aria, which demonstrates not PL. 7. Richard Leveridge, Welcome, Genial Day!: 'Happy, happy Albion'; GB-Lbl, Add. MS 31457, fos. 22 v^2 3 r . ß The British Library Board only his skill as a composer, 134 but also his efforts to be modern and to respond to the desire of his audience for music in the Italianate style, while conforming to the characteristics of the more traditional ode format. It might also be said to anticipate the more fully fledged adoption of the Italian form that occurred a little later with Cousser's series of serenatas.
CONCLUSIONS
This article has established the correct attribution of Welcome Genial Day! as a work by Richard Leveridge, has linked it to Welcome Happy Day, and identified both odes as works from the Dublin ode tradition: all three discoveries have a significant impact on our understanding of the landscape of Anglo-Irish music in Dublin. Not only is the mystery of these two odes and their previous tentative attribution to John Blow solved, but they are also removed from any association with the London court-ode tradition. Consequently, the otherwise curious and unlikely situation of John Blow borrowing from Daniel Purcell is finally and emphatically refuted. More than this, adding these two odes to the Dublin ode repertory allows us to date the beginning of the ode tradition in Dublin back some seven years to 1700, or possibly even 1699. Given that Leveridge's contribution to the Dublin series is unlikely to have been established simply as a result of his brief time in Dublin, it can be postulated that he was invited to compose these works as part of an already customary annual practice of celebrating the monarch's birthday with an ode.
The fact that Leveridgeça well-known composer and singer on the London stageç was the composer responsible for these newly uncovered Dublin works raises further questions regarding the connections he may already have had in Dublin. He seems to have been welcomed with open arms by the Dublin musical scene: as we have seen, there is evidence both of his having performed at Smock Alley Theatre and having published the songs he sang there in London and Dublin. These circumstances surely suggest that there was a healthy culture of exchange and a shared musical repertory between the two cities at this time.
Leveridge's apparent decision to borrow a movement from Daniel Purcell's Welcome Happy Day poses important questions about authorship and creative originality, as well as emphasizing the cross-fertilization of music between London and Dublin. In turn, this raises the possibility that movements from other London works might have been borrowed and used in Dublin (or vice versa). It also underlines the limitations of the Dublin audience's exposure to and engagement with English culture, situated as it was on the margins of the empire geographically, politically, socially, and culturally. This was in spite of the heightened sense of loyalty to the monarch that we see demonstrated in the texts of the Dublin odes and serenatas, and attempts to prove this loyalty through various utterances of the superior intentions of the ruling class in Dublin.
The apparent inclusion of trumpets in the scoring of Leveridge's odes demonstrates a similar intention to produce a work of a high standard musically, in keeping with established practices in London. The quality of the music itself and its adoption of Italianate 134 Nevertheless, 'Happy, happy Albion' is not an exemplary model: the movement is one that survives incomplete in GB-Lbl Add. MS 31457, with a blank thoroughbass part at bb. 26^31, for example. Leveridge initially wrote consecutive octaves in bb. 7^8, which he tried to correct, although exposed octaves remain. Revisions were also made in b. 22, where the vocal line originally entered in B flat major, but was changed to G minor. Rather than presenting the complete work, then, the movement as copied in this manuscript reflects Leveridge's approach to drafting a largescale work. Since the ode was almost certainly performed, Leveridge presumably completed the notation elsewhere.
styles also indicates Leveridge's attempts to be current and responsive to public trends. The use of boy soloists is one that appears to be unique to the Dublin odes and it is possible that it was common practice in works associated with the city in this periodç indeed, details such as this could help in the correct identification of other Dublin works. Furthermore, Leveridge's odes as they survive in manuscriptçapparently works in progress, with corrections, sketches, and blank stavesçpresent an interesting window into the composer's working processes and also indicate that other manuscript copies of these works were probably produced before their performance.
It is clear that the Dublin ode series began far earlier than has previously been assumedçin the reign of William III rather than that of Queen Anne. These odes establish numerous possibilities for further investigation of the culture of exchange that existed between Dublin and London in this period. The probability that even earlier examples exist is strong, and a growing awareness of the characteristics of the poetry and music of the Dublin ode form will hopefully allow them come to light.
ABSTRACT
The tradition of composing birthday and New Year's Day odes for the monarch in London is one that dates back to at least 1617. It was not until almost a century later that equivalent works began to be produced in Dublin. Until now the earliest surviving birthday-ode text has been understood to be Hail Happy Day, set by Charles Ximenes in 1707. However, a hitherto unidentified printed text, dated 1701 and attributed to the theatre musician Richard Leveridge, stands as a strong candidate for the earliest surviving Dublin birthday-ode text, meaning that the tradition of mounting such ceremonial performances in the city began earlier than has previously been verifiable. It transpires that the same poetic text is set to music in a manuscript held in the British Library. The source also contains a second ode in the same hand, which, through rastrological evidence, can be identified as another Dublin work. This article makes the case thatçdespite having previously been misattributedçthis surviving manuscript is in the autograph of Richard Leveridge and contains the two earliest surviving Dublin odes. It explores the evidence for attitudes towards authorship and originality in this period revealed by the misattribution of the odes, and by Leveridge's apparent borrowing of material from an existing birthday ode by Daniel Purcell, thus demonstrating that the earliest Dublin odes had a far stronger connection to the London ode tradition and to London composers than has previously been acknowledged. It also discusses nuances of politics and identity in which the Dublin ode tradition was established at the end of the seventeenth century that can now be associated with these works.
